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Text :

DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF
DECI SI ON REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE SELECTI ON

Site Nane and Location

Operable Unit No. |

Site 16 (West Road Landfill) and Site Screening Area 16 (Building 402 M
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown

Yorkt own, Virginia

St at enent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci sion docunent presents a deternination that the No Further Rem
Institutional Controls is sufficient to protect human health and the environnment
16, the West Road Landfill;

and Site Screening Area (SSA) 16, the Building 402 Metal Disposal Area
(WPNSTA)

Yorktown (Site 16/ SSA 16). This determ nation has been nmade in accorda
Envi ronment a

Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 as anmended (CERCLA) a
Nat i onal

Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision has been based upon docunents co
file for

Site 16/ SSA 16.

The Departnent of the Navy (DoN) has obtained concurrence fromthe Comm
United States

Envi ronnental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region Ill, on the selected No
with

Institutional Controls.

Description of the Sel ected Renedy

The selected renmedy for Site 16/ SSA 16 is the No Further Remedial Actio

Site 16/ SSA 16 has been designated as QU II. The No Further Renedial A
QU Il is

the final action for Site 16/ SSA 16. A Renoval Action conducted by DoN
i ncl uded the

renoval of identified surficial waste material was conducted in 1994.
pot enti al

for human health risks and ecol ogical effects associated with the sourc

The sel ected renedy involves no additional renedial actions to take pla
noni toring or

sanpling. The renmedy includes institutional controls, specifically |an
restrictions.

Al t hough risk levels at Site 16/ SSA 16 under the future child resident
ri sk range,

institutional controls have been included as a conservative neasure. T
to restrict



future | and devel opment of Site 16/ SSA 16 area for residential purposes
i mpl enented to

di sal l ow t he pl acenent of potable supply wells within the site area. T
est abl i shed and

mai nt ai ned t hrough t he WPNSTA Yorktown's Master Plan. The institutiona
that future

residential use of the area will be controlled by the DoN. The rationa
the results

of the Round One and Round Two Renedi al Investigations (Ris) for Site 1
ecol ogi ca

ri sk assessnents, and confirmation sanple results fromthe 1994 Renobva
at Site

16/ SSA 16.

Decl arati on St at enent

No further renedial actions with the exception of institutional contro
protection

of human health and the environnment. Contam nant |evels detected in th
to present

no significant threat to human health or the environment with respect t
institutiona

controls included under the selected alternative will ensure the protec
Wi th respect

to future potential exposure scenarios. A five year review under 42 U
QU || under

the selected alternative since identified site contami nants of concern,
heal t h- based

| evel s, have been deternined to be within the concentration range of na
concentrations of

i norgani cs found at WPNSTA Yor kt own.

Si gnhature (Commandi ng OFfi cer Naval Wapons Station)

Thomas C. Vol taggi o, Director
Hazar dous Waste Managenent Divi sion
USEPA - Region I
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1.0 Introduction

On Cctober 15, 1992 WPNSTA Yor ktown was placed on CERCLA s National Pri
As a result, the DoN has been appointed the | ead agency for CERCLA act
Yorktown. The USEPA, Region Il and the Conmonwealth of Virginia also
WPNSTA Yor kt own; however, their roles are as support agencies. The USE
Commonweal th of Virginia, and the DoN have recently finalized a Federa
(FFA) for WPNSTA Yorktown. The primary purpose of the FFA is to ensure
i mpacts associated with past disposal activities at WPNSTA Yor kt own are
and that appropriate CERCLA and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
action alternatives are devel oped to protect human health and the envir

An Rl was conducted for the area known as Site 16, the Wst Road Landf
Bui | di ng 402 Metal Disposal Area ant Environs (i.e., Site 16/ SSA 16).
follows the RI, was not performed at Site 16/ SSA 16, since no unaccepta
or the enviroment was present at the Site under the current and predic
WPNSTA Yorktown (i.e., industrial). A Proposed Renedial Action Plan (P
for Site 16/ SSA 16 to docunent the decision for a No Further Renedial A
on conments received fromthe USEPA Region Ill, institutional controls
sel ected alternative for Site 16/ SSA 16.

A CERCLA renedial action is often divided into Operable Units. As def

(0300.5, an "Operable Unit neans a discrete action that conprises an inc
conprehensively addressing site problens. This discrete portion of ar
mgration or elimnates or nmitigates a release, threat of rel ease or pa
of a site can be divided into a nunber of operable units, depending on

probl enms associated with the site. Operable units may address geograph
specific site problens or initial phases of an action, or may consist o
over tinme or any actions that are concurrent but located in different p
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This Record of Decisior (ROD) for Site 16/ SSA 16 as QU Il has been prep
rati onale for thc No Further Renedial Action Decision with Institutiona
is a conpilation of key information that may be found in greater detai

I nvestigation Report, and in other documents contained in the administr
been prepared to sunmarize the remedial alternative sel ection process.
designated as QU Il. The No Further Renedial Action Decision with |nst
final action for QU Il. Oher operable units for other WPNSTA Yor kt own
separate investigations.

The sel ected renedy involves no additional renedial actions to take pla
termmonitoring or sanpling. Institional controls (i.e., l|and-use rest
restrictions) will be inplemented. Mnitoring is not required since th
under current scenarios for the environnmental nedia at Site 16/ SSA 16.
Site 16/ SSA 16 under the future child resident scenario are within the
institutional controls have been included as a conservative measure.

Land-use restrictions will be establishes to restrict future | and deve
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area for residential purposes. Aquifer-use restrictions will be inpl
pl acement of potable supply wells within the site area. Although sone
groundwat er exceeded Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenent
Maxi mum Cont ami nant Levels (MCLs), they did not exceed naturally-occurr
concentrations of these constituents which al so exceeded thc MCL concen

The institutional controls will be utilized to insure that future resid
be controlled by the DoN. These institutional controls will be enforec
Yor kt own Master Plan. The Master Plan is used to direct and coordi nate
updat ed peri odical ly.

The rationale for selecting this renedy was based on the results of the
Rls for Site 16/ SSA 16, baseline human health and ecol ogi cal risk asses
sanple results fromthe 1994 Renoval Action. The rationale is presente
Section 8.0.
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2.0 Site Nanme. Location and Description
O WPNSTA Yor kt own

WPNSTA Yorktown is a 10,624 acre installation |ocated on the Virginia p
James City County, and the City of Newport News. Figure 2-1 displays t
Yorktown. The facility is bounded on the northwest by the Naval Supply
the Virginia Energency Fuel Farm and the future comunity of Whittaker
by the York River and the Col onial National Historic Parkway; on the so
Interstate 64; and on the southeast by Route 238 and the comunity of L

WPNSTA Yorktown, originally named the U S. M ne Depot, was established
laying of mines in the North, Sea during World War |I. The establishnen
cul m nation of a search process, begun in 1917 at the request of Congre
site for weapons handling and storage. For 20 years after World War |
recl ai med, stored, and issued m nes, depth charges, and related nmateria
facility was expanded to include three additional trinitrotoluene (TNT)
torpedo overhaul facilities. A research and devel opnent |aboratory for
expl osives was established in 1944, In 1947, a quality evaluation |abo
noni t or special tasks assigned to the facility, which included the des
charges and advanced underwat er weapons. On August 7, 1959, the U S. M
redesi gnated the U S. Naval Wapons Station. Today, the primary nissio
is to provide ordnance, technical support, and related services to sust
of the arned forces.

O Site 16/ SSA 16
Figure 2-2 presents a site map for both Site 16 and SSA 16. As shown,
overlies the northern portion of Site 16. Subsequently, RI activities

at the sane tine; therefore, the entire area is referred to as Site 16/

Site 16 is an approximately 5-acre area | ocated adjacent to West Road n



portion of the Site is adjacent to a set of railroad tracks and is prim

remai ni ng portion of the site is currently wooded. The eastern, southe
site dip into drainage pathways that run in a southerly direction. Eve
pat hways nove west into Fel gates Creek, which drains into the York Rive
mles fromthe site.

SSA 16 is |located between West Road and a set of railroad tracks, west
enconpasses the northern area of Site 16, which is primarily flat and c

Wth respect to | and usage, no housing currently exists at Site 16/ SSA
used for waste container storage prior to the renodeling and conversion
hazar dous waste storage facility. The current WPNSTA Yor kt owmn hazar dou
is located at Building 2035. Building 53 at the western portion of Sit
Stations' wildlife and forestry nmanagenment personnel. North of the Sit
paddock.

Wth respect to geol ogy and hydrogeol ogy, the Site is underlain by unco
grain sand, silts, clays, and nmarine shells. The Dogue, Pamunky, and t
was observed north of Fel gates Creek, throughout the majority of the st
association are generally found to be deep, noderately to well drained,
sandy, loans in the surface soils. The subsurface soils are either |oa
groundwater flow is towards the southwest in the direction of Fel gates

<I MG SRC 0395217B>

<I MG SRC 0395217C>

3.0 Site History and Enforcenent Activities
O Site 16/ SSA 16 - History

Site 16 was operated fromthe 1950's to the early 1960's as a dunp site
been di sposed include: dry carbon-zinc (Leclanche) batteries, banding

transmitting fluid, unknown types of chem cals, m ne casings, construct
druns (contents unknown). During a waste characterization investigatio
Site 16 was identified as being surficial debris. M ne casings, batter
construction debris were identified in several areas across the surface



Only one small area containing waste at depth was encountered at Site 1
pile of druns, this snmall waste area contained common refuse material

newspapers. The refuse material was encountered at a depth of 2 feet b
extended to a depth of approxinately 9 feet. Based on this waste chara
was di sposed by filling in the slope edge of the site and then covering

SSA 16 was used for scrap netal storage. Dunpsters containing scrap ne
the | ower southwest side of the SSA. Enpty druns and scrap netal had b
ground surface near these dunpsters.

O Previ ous Investigations

Previ ous investigations at Site 16/ SSA 16 include an Initial Assessnent
and Rl InterimReport, a Biological Sanmpling and Prelimnary R sk Evalu
a Habitat Evaluation, a Renmoval Action, and a Round Two RI. The result
briefly discussed bel ow.

Initial Assessnment Study

An Initial Assessnent Study was conducted at WPNSTA Yor kt own in 1984.
study was to identify and assess sites posing a potential threat to hum
envi ronnent due to contam nation from past operations. The study ident
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Yorktown, including Site 16, that were of sufficient threat to human he
warrant further investigations.

Confirmation Study and Rl InterimReport

In 1986 and 1988, two rounds of sanpling were conducted for a Confirmat
study was docunented in two Confirmation Study reports and a third repo
Report. The Rl Interim Report recommended that further Rl activities b

Bi ol ogi cal Sanpling and Preliminary Ri sk Eval uation

The Bi ol ogical Sanpling and Prelimnary Ri sk Eval uation, which included
bi ol ogi cal tissue, surface water, and sedinment from select waters with

conducted in 1992. The primary objective of the sanpling programwas t
human health risk associated with consunption of fish and shellfish tak
the Station.

Round One R
The Round One RI for Site 16/ SSA 16, conducted in 1992, included soil
and groundwater sanpling at the locations identifies in Figure 3-1. Th

di scuss the results of the sanpling effort.

Soi



Fourteen soil sanples were collected froma depth interval of zero to t
conmpounds (VOCs), sem volatile organic conpounds (SVQOCs), pesticides, p
bi phenyl s (PCBs) and inorgani c conpounds were detected in the soil sanp
detected in the sanples were toluene at 2J m crograns per kil ogram (ag/
16S05 and styrene at 5J ag/ kg at sanple location 16S06. SVOCs were det
in concentrations ranging from20 ag/kg to 700 agy/ kg. Pesticides were

in concentrations ranging fromO0.40 ag/kg to 7.7 ag/kg. PCBs were dete
concentrations ranging from 13J ag/kg to 880 agy/kg. Several inorganic

in the soil sanples collected fromthe Round One RI. When conparing th
i norgani ¢ concentrations to the USEPA Region |1l Ri sk Based Concentr at
conparative purposes, none of the detected conpounds exceeded the RBCs
soil, except for arsenic. The RBC for carcinogenic arsenic (industria
kil ogram (ng/ kg); the RBC for noncarcinogenic arsenic (industrial soil)
| ocations 16S12 and 16S14 the detected concentrations of arsenic were 1

Sur f ace Water

Organi ¢ conmpounds were detected in only one surface water sanple (16SW
organics in this single sanple included: 1,1-dichloroethene (2J mcrog
1, 1-di chl oroet hane (5J ag/L), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (8J ag/L), phenol (
(850 ag/L). Several inorganic conmpounds were detected in the surface w
| ocations 16SW3, 16SW4, and 16SW5, the detected concentrations of ar
chrom um copper, |ead, nercury, nickel, and/or zinc exceeded the Virg
(W\ESs) and/or the federal standards under the Clean Water Act (CWA).

Sedi ment

Ei ght sedi ment sanples were collected (four sanpling locations with two
each location) fromdepth intervals of zero to six inches and six to tw
i norgani cs were detected in the sedi nent sanples. The SVOCs ranged in
21J ag/ kg to 1,000 &g/ kg. Most of the detected SVOCs were pol ynucl ear
(PAHs). PCBs were detected in the two sanples collected fromsanple lo
detected PCB concentrations were 25J ag/ kg and 59J ag/ kg. Several inor
detected in the sedi nent sanples. Based on a conparison of the inorgan
screening criteria, none of the inorganics exceeded the nedium effects
concentration of zinc (149 ng/kg) in one sanple (16SD01-001) exceeded t
criteria of 120 ng/kg.

G oundwat er

Fi ve groundwat er sanples were collected fromexisting wells at Site 16.
and i norganics were detected in the sanples. The detected VOCs include
1, 1-di chor oet hene, 1, 1-dichl oroethane, and chl orobenzene. The detected
and 1, 1-di chol or obenzene. The detected concentrati ons of these organic
enforceabl e federal Mxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs). The expl osive,

sanpl e | ocation 16GM1 at a concentration of 1.3 ag/L. Several inorgan
detected in the groundwater sanples. Total inorganic concentrations fo
beryllium cadmum chromum iron, |ead, nanganese, nercury, nickel, a
the enforceable federal MCLs or the Virginia Primary Drinking Water Sta



sanples fromat |east one of the nonitoring wells. The dissolved iron

16GM5 (878J ag/ L) exceeded the non-enforceable federal Secondary MCL (
300 ag/L. The dissol ved manganese concentration detected in well 16GW\)
t he non-enforceable federal SMCL and the PMCL of 50 am/L.

After the Round One RI, it was determ ned that additional groundwater
upgradi ent and downgradi ent of Site 16. Additional surface water, sed
macroi nvertebrate, and fish population information al so was needed to e
environnent. Al so, because SSA 16 is essentially coincident with Site
simlar types of contam nants, additional background groundwater inform
to eval uate the SSA.

Habi t at Eval uati on

A habitat evaluation was conducted at Site 16 in the late spring of 199
background i nformati on on aquatic and terrestrial environnents was col
an ecol ogi cal risk assessnent.

Renmoval Action

A Renpval Action was conducted at Site 16 in 1994. The scope of this a
of dry cell carbon/zinc batteries, silica gel desiccant, surface debris

casi ngs, and scrap ordnance | ocated throughout the site. Approximtely
tons of debris, 125 tons of silica gel, and m scell aneous ordnance was

Confirmation sanpling was conducted to nore accurately determ ne the ex
addition, the EPA's oversight contractor conducted a sanpling survey to
sources of the PCBs detected in the sedinments and soils during previous
sanpl i ng survey denonstrated that a potential source area of contan nat
Renmoval Action, may remain at Site 16 in the vicinity or upgradi ent of

potential source areas were | ater addressed and eval uated during the Ro

The renoval of surface debris extended into the subsurface soil in a sm
was present at depth. Figure 3-2 identifies the approxi nate areal exten
the areas where surficial debris was renoved. As previously nmentioned,
study indicated that the waste at Site 16 was primarily surficial debr

the debris/soil, 19 confirmation surface soil sanples were collected fr
at the locations identified on Figure 3-2. VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PC
detected in many of the sanples. The VOCs detected in the surface soi

chl oride and acetone. The detected concentrations of the VOCs ranged f

they were bel ow the USEPA Region Il RBCs for both residential and indu
detected in the soil sanples included several PAHs and some phthal ates.
SVOCs were bel ow the USEPA RBCs for industrial soil. The detected |eve

sanpl e | ocation 16SS10 (100J am/ kg) exceeded the USEPA RBC for resident
detected concentrations of the pesticides were bel ow t he USEPA RBCs for
residential soil. PCBs (Aroclor 1254 and Aroclor 1260) were detected

The industrial and residential soil USEPA RBCs for Aroclor 1254 are 41,
1,600 ag/ kg, respectively. The industrial and residential soil USEPA R
of PCBs are 740 ag/ kg and 83 am/ kg, respectively. The detected |evels

the RBCs (both industrial and residential) except in one sanple collect
concentration was 2,100J ag/kg. The detected |evels of Aroclor 1260 ex
(industrial and/or residential) in 5 of the sanples. These Aroclor 126



87J ag/ kg to 1,400J ag/kg. The detected |evels of inorganics were belo
i ndustrial and residential).

Round Two R

The Round Two RI, conducted in late 1994, included surface soil, subsur
surface water, and sedi ment sanpling to supplenent the sanpling conduct
Rl and the Renobval Action Confirmation Sanpling. Sanpling |ocations as
Round Two RI are identified on Figure 3-3. Thirteen surface soil sanpl
at a depth of zero to six inches. Subsurface soil sanples were collect
at each of seven |locations. One round of groundwater sanples was colle
Surface water sanples were collected fromthree |ocations, and sedi nent
fromfour locations at two different depth intervals (zero to four inch
Fi sh and benthic nacroinvertebrate sanples were also collected during t
Addi tional details regarding the results of the Round Two Rl are presen
(Section 6.0) section of this ROD. Graphical presentations of detected
Figures 3-4 through 3-11

SECTION 3.0
FI GURES

<I MG SRC 0395217D>

<I MG SRC 0395217E>

<I MG SRC 0395217F>

<I MG SRC 0395217G

<I MG SRC 0395217H>

<I MG SRC 03952171 >

<I MG SRC 0395217J>



<I MG SRC 0395217K>

<I MG SRC 0395217L>

<I MG SRC 0395217M>

<I MG SRC 0395217N>

4.0 Hi ghlights of Comunity Participation

The Final Rl Report and the Final Proposed Renedial Action Plan (PRAP)
WPNSTA Yor ktown were released to the public on July 25, 1995. These do
available to the public at the informati on repositories maintained at:

York County Public Library

G oucester Public Library

Newport News City Public Library (Gissom Branch)

WPNSTA Yor kt own, Environnental Directorate, Building 31-B

I Iy

A notice of availability, including a brief analysis of the PRAP, was p
on July 23, 1995. A public conment period was held fromJuly 25, 1995

addition, an Open House and Public Meeting was held at the York County

Servi ces/ Recreation Center Meeting Room Goodneck Road, Yorktown, Virg

1995. The purpose for this nmeeting was for the DoN, USEPA, and the Com
representatives to answer questions and accept public comments on the P
Responses to the witten and verbal conments received during the conmen
t he Responsiveness Summary section of this ROD. This decision docunent
renmedi al action for Site 16/ SSA 16 chosen in accordance with CERCLA and
practicable, the NCP. The selected renedy for this Site is based on th

5.0 Scope and Role of the Response Action

The selected renedial action identified in this RODis the final recomm
Site 16/ SSA 16. Previous actions inplenented at the site have nmitigate
health risks and ecol ogical effects associated with the area under the

| and use for WPNSTA Yorktown. Therefore, no further renedial actions w
institutional controls will be conducted at Site 16/ SSA 16. As was pre



the initiation of the Round Two Rl for Site 16/ SSA 16, a Renopval Action
Renmoval Action consisted of the renoval of visible debris including bat
construction debris, mine casings, and scrap ordnance. A series of con
were collected as part of the Renoval Action and were evaluated in the

presented in the Round Two RI. The No Further Renedi al Action Decision
Controls was based on the results fromboth the Renoval Action confirm
Round Two RI sanpling (the justification for this decision will be deta

docunent). The institutional controls (land-use and aquifer-use restr
insure that future residential use of Site 16/ SSA 16 is controlled by t

Site 16/ SSA 16 has been designated as QU IlI. The No Further Renedial A
Institutional Controls is the final action for QU Il. Oher operable u
Yorktown sites will be defined by separate investigations.

6.0 Site Characteristics

This section of the ROD presents an overview of the nature and extent o
Site 16/ SSA 16 with respect to known or suspected sources of contam nat
contam nation, and affected nedia. This discussion is based on the res
and the Round Two RI.

O Pot enti al Cont am nant Source Areas

Two maj or potential contam nant source areas at Site 16/ SSA 16 have bee
di sposal areas, and the SSA 16 netal disposal area. As previously stat
di sposal area for wastes such as dry carbon-zinc batteries, banding mat
fluid, silica gel desiccant, m ne casings, scrap ordnance, and construc
Action renmoved the surficial debris and waste, thereby, renoving the po
contam nation fromthis site.

SSA 16 was used for scrap netal storage. Scrap netal had been identif
and al so scattered over the ground surface near the dunpsters. As with
Action renmoved the surficial debris, thereby, renoving the potential so
this area.

O I dentified Contanmi nants of Concern
Sur face Soi l

Surface soil was sanpled at thirteen locations froma depth interval of
SVQCs, pesticides, and i norganics were detected in these sanples. PCBs
soi |l samples at concentrations ranging from40 ag/kg to 140J ag/ kg. Th
RBC for PCBs was not exceeded by these sanples. The residential soil P
exceeded in one sanple at 16S18 at a concentration of 85J ag/ kg of Aroc
or other items previously stored on site were nost |ikely the source of
SVQOCs al so were detected in surface soil, but appeared to be due to ant
sanpl e (16S23) had SVOCs detected at | evels exceeding the USEPA RBC f or



for industrial soil. The detected benzo(b)fluoranthene and benzo(a)pyr
sanple were 1,700 ag/ kg and 650 am/ kg, respectively. The residential s
conmpounds are 880 ag/ kg for benzo(b)fluoranthene and 88 ag/ kg for benzo
| evel s of pesticides in the soil sanples were bel ow the USEPA RBCs for
residential soil. The inorganic conmpounds detected in the soil sanples
USEPA RBCs for industrial soil

Subsurface Soi

Subsurface soil was sanpled fromtwo to three different depths at six
contam nants of concern were detected in the subsurface soil sanples,
detected in the surface soil have not migrated vertically. Several ino
subsurface soil. The detected inorganic concentrations were bel ow USEP
with the exception of arsenic and beryllium The industrial soil RBC f
3.3 ng/ kg. Seven subsurface soil sanples contained arsenic at levels e
05, 16SB01-11, 16SB02-05, 16SB02-13, 16SB06-11, and 16SB09-02. The sam
at depths between 3 and 27 feet bel ow ground surface. The industrial s
(noncarcinogenic) is 610 ng/ kg. No subsurface soil sanple has arsenic
The industrial soil RBC for berylliumis 1.3 ng/kg. Two subsurface so

| evel s exceeding this value. Sanple 16SB06-11 (21 to 23 feet) containe
sanpl e 16SB02-13 (25 to 27 feet) contained berylliumat 1.8 ng/kg.

G oundwat er

Groundwat er sanples were collected fromfour newy installed nmonitoring
monitoring wells. VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and inorganics were detecte
sanpl es. The concentrations of the detected VOCs and SVOCs were bel ow
MCLs and Virginia PMCLs. Pesticides also were detected in groundwater
were likely due to soil particles being entrained in the groundwater du
i norgani ¢ conmpounds (total and dissol ved) were detected in the groundwa
t hroughout the site. Antinmony (dissolved) and manganese (total and dis
i norgani cs which had detected | evel s exceeding the enforceabl e federa
federal SMCL. Antinmony was not detected in the total fraction but was

fraction at concentrations of 13.1 ag/L (16GW6) and 19.3J agy/L (16GND5
federal MCL for antinony is 6.0 ag/L. Manganese was detected at concen
9.9) ag/L to 146 ag/L in the total fraction and from1.9J ag/L to 114 &
The non-enforceable federal SMCL for nanganese is 50 ag/L.

Sur f ace Water

Surface water was sanpled at three locations at Site 16/ SSA 16. Organ
detected in surface water sanples. Inorganics were detected in surface
concentrations were generally below the CWA criteria and the VWQSs.

Sedi ment

A total of eight sedinent sanples were collected (four sanpling |ocatio
coll ected fromeach location) fromdepth intervals of zero to four inch
PCBs were detected in both the surface and subsurface sedi nent sanpl es
i medi ately downgradient fromthe site. The presence of PCBs at this
of erosion, transport, and redeposition of PCB-contam nated surface so



di sposal area. Pesticides also were detected in sedi nent sanples, but
ant hropogeni ¢ source. Carbon disulfide was detected in two sedi nent sa
result of bacteriological deconposition of vegetation and other organic
I norgani cs detected in sedinent were generally at |evels below the effe
screeni ng values. One sanple (16SD06-02) contai ned copper and silver t
range-| ow sedi nent screening values. The detected concentrations of co
sanple were 94.8 ng/ kg and 3.4J ng/ kg, respectively.

O Af fected Medi a

Based on the results of Round Two RI, the affected nedia at Site 16/ SSA
soil (PCBs), groundwater (VOCs), and sedi nent (PCBs).

7.0 Sunmary of Site Risks

As part of the Round Two RI, baseline human health and ecol ogi cal risk
conducted to evaluate the potential risks associated with exposure to c
nmedia at Site 16/ SSA 16. The baseline risk assessnents considered the
potential exposure for both current and future risk scenarios. A suma
both of these studies is presented bel ow.

O Human Health Ri sk Assessnment

The human health risk assessnment was conducted for four environmental m
(surface and subsurface), groundwater, surface water, and sedinent. Co
concern (COPCs) were selected for each cf these nedia as shown on Table
COPCs were based on the Renpbval Action and the Round Two RI.

The potential receptors evaluated in the human health ri sk assessnent

wor kers, future resident adults, future resident children, and future ¢
resi dent scenario was evaluated as a conservative neasure. Furthernore
devel opnent of Site 16/SSA 16 is highly unlikely given its location wit
Station and the newl y-constructed security fence that encl oses the rest

As part of the human health risk assessment, increnental cancer risk (I
(H') values were cal cul ated for each of the exposure routes and potent
An ICR refers to the potential cancer risk that is above the background
i ndi viduals. For exanple, an ICR of 1 x 10-04 indicates that exposed
probability of one in ten thousand of devel opi ng cancer subsequent to e
their lifetinmes. USEPA considers the target ICR range of 1 x 10-04 to
acceptable. The H value is an estimted nmeasure of noncarci nogenic ef
of exposure to an acceptable level for all COPCs. A H less than 1.0
noncar ci nogeni ¢ health effects are unlikely to occur subsequent to expo
indicates there is a potential for adverse noncarcinogenic health effec
| evel .
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Tabl e 7-2 sunmarizes the maxi mum I CR and Hl val ues that were cal cul ated
ri sk assessnent for Site 16/ SSA 16. As shown on the table, all of the

eval uated had ICRs within the USEPA s acceptable risk range. The H va
for the future residential scenario. The H's were calculated as 1.8 an
resident and future child resident, respectively. The H val ues were pr
of antinony (at 57% of the total H'). A definite source of antinony ha
Site 16/ SSA 16.

Results of the human health risk assessnment indicate that potential car
(or noncarcinogenic) adverse health effects could occur for future resi
environnental media at Site 16/ SSA 16. The total site risk and H valu
1.6x10-4 and 7.0, respectively. These values were derived by adding th
hazard indices (H's) for every potential exposure route and affected ne
adults receptors.

Total Site Risk

Total site risks for future potential residential adults and children a
respectively. These risk values fall within USEPAs target risk range o
generally considered to be acceptable for nobst sites. The presence of
groundwater and total arsenic in surface soils accounts for approximte
both children and adul ts.

Arsenic was detected in 24 of 26 Site 16/ SSA 16 surface soil sanples at
2.1J to 20 ng/kg. The upper 95% confidence value of the arithmetic nea
derived for use in the baseline risk assessnent, was 6.08 ng/kg. Arsen
44 background surface soil sanples obtained fromthroughout the Station
concentrations ranges from 0.46L nmg/ kg to 63.9 ng/kg, with an upper 95%
mean value of 5.7 nmg/kg. |In general, background concentrations of arse
concentrations of arsenic. Although the Site 16/ SSA 16 upper 95% conf
hi gher than the background upper 95% confidence val ue, approximtely 90
potential risks to future resident children and adults can be attribute
concentrations of arsenic in surface soils.

02-1996 14:23 EPA REG 3 HWWD

Di ssol ved arsenic was detected in 1 of 10 Site 16/ SSA 16 shal |l ow groun
concentration of 5.9 ag/L, well below the enforceable MCL value (and V
Furthernore, dissolved arsenic was detected in 2 of 18 background wells
concentration of 5.5L ag/L. Potential human health risks associ ated wi
arsenic in groundwater at Site 16/ SSA 16 can be attributed to the spora
arsenic in shall ow groundwater and not past site activites.

Total Site Hi's
Total site H values for future potential resident adults and children

adverse system ¢ or noncarci nogeni c human health nay occur subsequent t
of 1.8 and 5.2 for adults and children, respectively, are driven by the



antinony, arsenic and manganese in Site 16/ SSA 16 groundwater sanpl es.

Adult residents exposes to these dissolved inorganic constituents throu
groundwat er, produce an H value of 1.3, whereas children produce an H
presence of dissolved antinmony accounts for approxi mtely 60 percent of
was detected in 2 of 10 site wells (16GA5-01 and 16GW6-01) sanpl ed du
RI. The detected concentrations of dissolved antinmony were 19.3 ag/L (
western periphery of Site 16, 16GA5-01) and 13.1 ag/L (in an upgradien
These val ues exceed the enforceable federal MCL value of 6 ag/L. Howev
was al so detected in 5 of 18 background groundwater sanples in excess o
MCL val ue. Background di ssol ved anti nony concentrati ons ranged from 16
The presence of antinony in Site 16/ SSA 16 groundwat er sanples can be a
occurring concentrations in Station shall ow groundwater and not Site 16

An H value in excess of 1.0 was al so derived for future resident child
Site 16/ SSA 16 surfaces soils. The inorganic constituents antinony (18
(16%, chromum (209% and the organic contam nant Aroclor 1254 (14% ac
80% of the elevated H value. |Individual hazard quotient values (HQs)

not equal or exceed 1.0 and range from 0.2 (Aroclor 1254) to 0.3 (chrom
affected by these chemicals include the skin (arsenic), the bl ood (ant

and the inmune system (Aroclor 1254). Chromium in it's hexavalent (+6

skin. Therefore, only H@ for chrom um and arsenic should be sunmed, r
of 0.57. This H value falls below 1.0 indicating that system c effect
subsequent to future potential residential exposure to Site 16/ SSA 16 s

Summary

Al t hough total site risk and Hi's indicate that potential unacceptable ¢
effects could occur if Site 16/ SSA 16 were used for residential purpose
driven by constituents that are related to background conditions at the
true for shall ow groundwater which contains dissolved arsenic and antim
were detected at simlar concentrations in background wells |ocated thr
unaffected by Site 16/ SSA 16 activities. Furthernore, shall ow groundwa
as a future potabl e source because of the relatively low water yields p
The shal low aquifer at Site 16/SSA 16 is the Cornwallis Cave aquifer

The shal |l ow aqui fer systemwi thin York Co. is conprised of the Colunbia
Yor kt own- East over aquifers and their associated confining units. Potab
shal | ow aqui fer system are drawn from the Col unbia and Yor kt own- East ove
Col unmbi a Aquifer is not present at Site 16/ SSA 16. The Cornwal |l is Cave
pot abl e water source due to its limted yields. (Oal conmunication be
Inc. and Terry WAgner - Environnental Program Manager in the office of
Managenent - VADEQ on July 17, 1995). This is also supported in AR Bro
D.L. Richardson's Report "Hydrogeol ogy and Water Quality of the Shall ow
in Eastern York County, Virginia" where it is stated that the Cornwall
a public or donestic water supply.

O Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

An ecol ogical risk assessnent was conducted at Site 16/ SSA 16 to eval ua
operations to have adversely affected the ecological integrity of the t



comunities of or adjacent to the sites. The ecological risk assessnen
results fromsurface soil, surface water, and sedi nent sanples collecte
and/ or the removal action. In addition, benthic nacroinvertebrate and

and identified during the field investigation. Ecological COPCs were s
surface water, and sedi ment as shown on Table 7-3.

The ecol ogical risk assessnment was divided into aquatic and terrestria
ecosystens at risk and the data available to evaluate risk. The aquat
the cal cul ati on of benthic macroi nvertebrate species diversity, richnes
ecologically simlar background |ocations. |In addition, the aquatic ec
deternmi ning the exceedances of contamn nant-specific surface water and s
concentrations and an increase of any gross external fish pathol ogies.

The terrestrial portion of this assessnment included the determination o
speci fic soil benchmark val ues established in the literature and by eva
by the use of terrestrial food chain nodels. The assessment endpoint f
RA is the reduction of a receptor popul ation or subpopulation that is a
fromthe site.

Wth respect to the aquatic ecosystem only one inorganic conpound dete
exceeded screening | evels and background concentrations. The sedi nent
cont ai ned VOC, pesticides, and inorganics.

The vast mmjority of constituents detected in sedinment sanples were pre
the ER- L (Effects Range-Low). None exceeded the ER-M (Effects Range- M
sanpl es col |l ected downstream of the site, in the streamenptying into F
exceedances of the ER-L. The surface water and sedinment quality in Fe

to be eval uated during subsequent studies at other WPNSTA Operable Unit

Surface soil exceedances of literature toxicity benchmark val ues indica
ecol ogical COPCs to be adversely inpacting the terrestrial flora and fa
However, nost of these studies do not take into account the soil type,
i nfluence on the toxicity of the contanmi nants. For exanple, soil with
will tend to absorb many of the organic ecol ogical COPCs, thus making t
terrestrial receptors. The benchmark values are based on both field an
therefore, the reported toxic concentrations are not always equival ent

addition, the mpjority of the benchmark val ues used for conparison purp
confidence assigned to the values based on the nunber of studies perfom
and the diversity of species tested.

There is uncertainty in assessing the terrestrial environment using the
i norganics in surface soil have a high degree of variability. The high
i norgani c concentrations in surface soil in turn magnify the uncertaint
literature toxicity values to assess potential risk posed to the terres

Terrestrial uptake nodeling suggested that a small potential for effect
[Q] =7.25), quail (Q = 2.96) and white-tailed deer (Q = 1.13) could
conservative estimates used in the nodeling effort, Q values between 1



need for further renedial action to protect the health of these potenti
cottontail rabbit nodel (Q = 30.7) indicates a significant potential f
the rabbit popul ation. However, the ecol ogical COPCs driving the risk
nodeling are also driving a risk to the sane speci es when background co
nodel s.

The shrew nodel (Q = 2,250) did exceed the acceptable Q range (less t
are other factors incorporated within the shrew nodel which contri buted
a high degree of uncertainty involved with the use of the shrew nodel.

ninety percent of the shrews diet is earthworns and the concentration

the earthwormis considered equivalent to the concentration of the ecol
soil. The nodel does not take into account that the shrew may ingest o
exclusively worms. In addition, the assunption that the soil concentra
concentrations does not consider the bioavailability of the ecol ogical

nodel assunmes that all ecological COPCs in the soil are bioavailable to
very conservative, which is denonstrated by the high risk to the shrew
concentrations. The background shrew val ue was cal culated as Q = 891.
shrew nodel was conduct ed usi ng background surface soil and surface wat
ecol ogical COPCs for Site 16/ SSA 16. |In addition, sone of the inorgani
(alum num and iron) are probably a result of regional conditions and no
Therefore, the shrew nodel nobst |likely overestimates the terrestrial ri

SECTION 7.0
TABLES

TABLE 7-1

SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN
EVALUATED | N THE HUMAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT( 1)
SITE 16 AND SSA 16
NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN
YORKTOMN, VI RG NI A

Soi | G oundwat er
Cont am nant of Potenti al
Concern Surface Subsurface Tot al Di ssol ved
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS

1, 1- Di chl or oet hene o 0O

1, 1- Di chl or oet hane o 0O

1,1,1,-Trichl oret hane o 0O

Tri chl or oet hene o 0O



Tetrat chl or oet hene o 0O
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 4- Di chl or obenzene o 0O
Benzo(a) pyrene O
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
4, 4' -DDT g 0
Arocl or-1254 o 0O
Arocl or-1260 O
| NORGANI CS
Al umi nun O O O
Ant i nony O O O
Arsenic O O O 0O O
Beryllium O O o 0O
Cadm um O
Chrom um O O O
Copper O
Lead O
Manganese O O O d O O
Mer cury O

Vanadi um O O O O

(1) The contam nants of potential concern |isted were devel oped for th

TABLE 7-2

SUMVARY OF MAXI MUM | CR AND HI VALUES CALCULATED
N THE HUMAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT
SITE 16 AND SSA 16
NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN
YORKTOMN, VI RG NI A

Potential Re



Civilian Wrker Future Adult
Resi dent (4)

Envi ronnental Medi a I CR(1) HI (2) I CR H

Sur f ace Soi | 2.0 x 10-05 0.29 2.7 x 10-05 0.41
Subsurface Soi l NA( 3) NA NA NA
G oundwat er NA NA 6.4 x 10-05 1.3
Surface Water 1.1 x 10-06 0. 20 1.8 x 10-07 0.03
Sedi ment 1.5 x 10-05 0.11 2.7 x 10-06 0.02

Total s 3.6 x 10-05 0.6 9.4 x 10-05 1.8

(1) ICR = Increnental Cancer Risk.

(2) H = Hazard I ndex.

(3) NA = Media was not a concern for this receptor

(4) Note that for the baseline risk assessnent, the H and I CR val ues
resident adult and resident child H and | CR val ues, respectively.

TABLE 7-3

SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN
EVALUATED I N THE ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT
SITE 16 AND SSA 16
NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN

YORKTOMN, VI RG NI A

Cont ani nant of Potenti al Sur f ace Sur f ace
Concern Wat er Sedi ment Soil's
VOCs
Car bon Di sul fide O
Tol uene O

PESTI Cl DES/ PCBS

Endrin Al dehyde O

Total PCBs O O

| NORGANI CS

Al unmi num O

Ant i nony O



Si

Arsenic O O

Beryllium O

Cadm um O O
Chrom um O
Cobal t O O

Copper O O

[ron O O

Lead O

Manganese O O

Mer cury O

Ni ckel O

Sel eni um O
ver O O

Vanadi um O

Zi nc O

8.0 Description of the No Further Renedial Action Decision with Instit
O Description

As was previously mentioned, the selected alternative for Site 16/ SSA 1
Action Decision with Institutional Controls. Because the Renoval Actio
mtigated potential unacceptable risks to hunan health and the environm
predicted future | and use for WPNSTA Yorktown, this alternative involve
remedi al actions (including sanpling) at the site with the exception of
restrictions and aquifer-use restrictions. The No Further Renedial Act
Institutional Controls is justifiable because the conditions at Site 16
of human health and the environment. Although risk levels at Site 16/S
resident scenario are within the generally accepted risk range, institu
i ncluded as a conservative nmeasure. These controls will be utilized to
| and use of Site 16/ SSA 16 will be controlled by the DoN.

O Rati onal e
The foll owi ng section provides detailed rationale of why the No Further

Institutional Controls Decision is the selected alternative for Site 16
heal th and ecol ogi cal risk assessnments indicated that potential human h



associated with Site 16/ SSA 16 are limted, the DoN performed a pre-eva
Feasibility Study (FS) was necessary for Site 16/ SSA 16. One of the f

was to eval uate areas of concern for each of the media of concern ident
assessnments. Areas of concern were identified by conparing COPC concen
Commonweal th standards (or if a standard was not established for a spec
remedi ati on goal option was calculated). The sanple |locations that exc
Commonweal th standards (or the risk-based value if no standard existed)
they could be grouped into an area of concern. A summary of the evalua
if Site 16/ SSA 16 had groundwater or surface soil areas of concern fol

Groundwat er Areas of Concern

Groundwat er COPC concentrations were conpared to the Federal MCLs, whic
st andards designed for the protection of human health, and to the Conmo
PMCLs. Table 8-1 lists the MCLs and the Virginia PMCLs for the Site 16
COPCs. In addition, the renediati on goal options calculated for the CO
MCL/ PMCL, the mexi mum detected COPC concentrations, and the sanple |oca
the criteria are included on the table. Based on a conparison of the C
at Site 16/ SSA 16 to the listed standards, there are no groundwater are
require remnediation.

As shown on Table 8-1, only three COPCs had detected concentrations exc
criteria or the renediation goal option: alum num antinony, and manga
menti oned, the detected concentrations of alum num antinony, and nmanga
the range of contani nant concentrations detected in WPNSTA Yor kt own bac
reported in the Final Background Report for WPNSTA Yorktown. The backg
ranges for these three inorganics were 44.9 ag/L to 14,600 ag/L for alu
antinmony; and 4.5 ag/L to 413 ag/L for manganese. As shown on Table 8-
antinmony, the dissolved (filtered) inorganic concentrations were signif
concentrations indicating that the inorganics are not a groundwater con

It also is inportant to note that the human health risk assessnment conc
a potential media of concern primarily due to the presence of total ars
di ssolved antinmony. The detected |evels of arsenic did not exceed a Fe
Secondary MCL (SMCL). The detected | evels of manganese exceeded only t
which is not an enforceable regulation. The detected |evels of dissolv
federal MCL, but not the WPNSTA Yor kt own background | evel s.

Therefore, based on the above-nentioned i nformation, no areas of concer
groundwater at Site 16/ SSA 16 and no further renedial action other than
deened necessary.

Soil Areas of Concern

Based on the conclusions of the ecological risk assessment, the contamni
in the surface soil sanples were evaluated to determ ne areas of concer
remedi ation at Site 16/ SSA 16. Wth respect to ecol ogical risks, there
standards or criteria that can be applied to surface soil. Therefore,
be conpared to any set of standards to identify areas of concern.



The ecol ogical risk assessment concluded that the potential risk at Sit
primarily by Aroclor 1260, alum num antinony, cadmium and iron in the
conparative purposes, the detected concentrations of the inorganics wer
WPNSTA Yor kt own background concentrations in soil and soil toxicity ben
inliterature (see Table 8-2). The inorganics were detected at concent
maxi mum concentrations detected in the WPNSTA Yor kt own background sanpl
benchmark val ues obtained fromthe literature indicating that adverse e
concentrations on soil organisns may potentially occur

Det ected concentrations of PCBs at Site 16/ SSA 16 do not pose unaccepta
or the ecology. PCBs were, however, detected in the surface soil sanpl
concentrations ranging from34 ag/ kg to 3,040 ag/ kg. The DoN eval uat ed
warranted renmedi ation. Wth respect to the protection of human health,
wer e eval uat ed agai nst the USEPA gui dance for the cleanup of PCBs under
(which is not a regul ation) suggests that PCBs be renediated to 1,000 &
[ppm ) for residential areas, and between 10 ppmto 25 ppm for industr
concentration of PCBs at Site 16/ SSA 16 was not deternmined to present a
future human health risk, and since the nmaxi mum detected PCB concentr at
the suggested renediation limt for industrial areas (10 ppmto 25 ppm
did not appear to be warranted for this site for the protection of hum
institutional controls included with the selected remedy for Site 16/ SS
residential use of the area. It is anticipated that the future |and us
pur poses.

Wth respect to ecol ogi cal concerns, the detected PCB | evel s were evalu
val ues for effects on terrestrial flora and fauna. Adverse effects wer
invertebrates. There is uncertainty in assessing the terrestrial envir
val ues. Various inorganics in surface soil have a high degree of varia
variability of inorganic concentrations in surface soil in turn magnify
using literature toxicity values to assess potential risk posed to the

on this evaluation, renediation of the PCB soil did not appear to be wa
t he environnent.

Theref ore, based on the above-nentioned information, no areas of concer

surface soil at Site 16/ SSA 16 and no renedi al action other than instit
necessary.

SECTION 8.0
TABLES

TABLE 8-1

SUMVARY OF CRI TERI A AND RI SK- BASED VALUES
APPLI CABLE TO THE GROUNDWATER COPCs FROM THE ROUND TWO R



G oundwat er

Cont ani nant of Potenti al
Concern

VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene
1, 1- Di chl or oet hane
1,1, 1-Trichl or oet hane
Trichl or oet hene
Tet rachl or oet hene
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1, 4-di chl or obenzene
PESTI CI DES/ PCBS
Aldrin
Endrin
4, 4' -DDT
| NORGANI CS
Al unmi num
Ant i nony
Arsenic
Beryllium
Chrom um

Manganese

Vanadi um

Not es:

SITE 16 AND SSA 16
NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN
YORKTOMN, VI RG NI A

Groundwater Criteria(l)

Feder al Virginia Renmedi ati on Goa
MCL PMCLs Opti ons
(eg/ L) (eg/ L) (ag/L)(y)

7 7
--(3) -- 1, 560
200 200
5 5
5 --
75 --
- -- 0. 47
2 0.2
-- -- 7.82
-- -- 15, 600
6 --
50 50
4 -
100 50
50( 4) 50( 4)
-- -- 110



Primary

risk-

(1) Federal MCL - Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi num Cont am nant
Drinking Water Regul ations and Health Advisories) and Virginia Dri

Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (Bureau of National Affairs, Decemnber,
(2) Renediation Goal Options were established for the COPCs that did n
Virginia PMCL. They were based on an ICR = 1 x 10-04 and an H =

based value is |listed on the table. These values were devel oped
(3) -- = No criteria published.
(4) Federal SMCL = Secondary Maxi num Contam nant Level, not a pronul ga
(5) ND - Not detected.
(6) Antinopny (total fraction) was detected during the Round One RI at

TABLE 8-2

SUMVARY OF | NFORMATI ON USED TO EVALUATE AREAS OF CONCERN
W TH RESPECT TO THE ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT
SITE 16 AND SSA 16
NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN
YORKTOMN, VI RG NI A

Soil Flora and Fauna
Toxicity Val ues(1)

Primary Surface Soi l M croorg
Ecol ogi cal Cont ami nant of and Mc
Concern Pl ant Earthworm | nvertebrate Proce

Pesti ci des/ PCBs (am/ kQ)

PCBs (total) 40, 000 40(2) 40(2) NE(
I norgani cs (ng/kg)

Al um num 50 NE NE 60
Ant i nony 5 NE NE NE
Cadm um 3 20 3 20
[ ron 100( 2) NE 3,515 20

(1) WII and Suter, 1994a and 1994b unl ess i ndicated ot herw se (Val ues
m croorgani sms and nicrobial processes are benchmarks bel ow which
are not expected. Values for invertebrates are No Observed Effect
based on | ess data than the benchmarks)

(y) USEPA, 1995a (Region Il BTAG Soil Screening Levels for Soil Fauna

(3) NE = Not Established

ag/ kg = mcrograns per kil ogram



ng/ kg = mlligranms per kil ogram

9.0 Explanation of Significant Changes

The Final PRAP for Site 16/ SSA 16 was rel eased for public conment in Ju
identified the No Further Renedial Action Decision as the preferred alt
provi ded coments on the Final PRAP suggesting that institutional contr
Further Remedi al Action Decision to insure the future protection of hum
envi ronnent. USEPA suggested that the institutional controls include m
residential |land use of Site 16/ SSA 16 will be controlled by the DoN.
the selected renedy for Site 16/ SSA 16 was changed fromthe preferred a
PRAP to include |and-use and aquifer-use restrictions at the site.

10. 0 RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The selected renmedy for Site 16/ SSA 16 is the No Further Remedial Actio
Institutional Controls. Based on witten coments received during the
the Comrents received fromthe audi ence at the Public Meeting on August
appears to support the preferred alternative.

The transcript of the Public Meeting is provided in Appendix A Navy resp
provi ded during the Public Comment Period are provided in Appendi x B

10.1 Background on Comunity I|nvol venment

As part of the requirements of the Community Relations Program communi
conducted fromJuly 29 to August 1, 1991. These interviews were conduc
comunity, primarily through elected offcials, public agencies, interes
citizens, of the IR Program and the sites at WPNSTA Yorktown. The inte
conducted to obtain feedback fromthe community at |arge on the percept
Yorkt own, and on the reaction concerning the possibility that WPNSTA Yo
on the National Priorities List (NPL) as a Superfund Site.

A total of 26 individuals were interviewed. The WPNSTA Yor kt own Public
interviewed additional citizens. Attenpts were nmade to speak with a w
representing | ocal and Commonweal th governnent, community groups, and e
Citizens representing the area closest to the station, the community of
interviewed. The following is a breakdown of the types of interview pa
station personnel, station residents, nedia representatives, comunity/
of f-station residents, and |ocal business persons.

Prior to 1995, public input on environnental activities was provided by
Committee (TRC). In order to generate nore involvenent fromthe genera
repl aced by a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) on March 16, 1995. The
di scuss ongoing activities and i ssues at WPNSTA Yorktown. The Public M
Site 16/ SSA 16 was conducted in conjunction with a RAB neeting.

During the Public Meeting, three RAB nenbers asked questions in regard



groundwater conditions at Site 16/ SSA 16. These questions were answere
RAB nmemnbers during the neeting (refer to Appendix A - Public Meeting Tr
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APPENDI X A
TRANSCRI PT OF PUBLI C MEETI NG - AUGUST 23, 1995

1 PROPOSED REMEDI AL ACTI ON PLAN ( PRAP)
2
3 PUBLI C MEETI NG for OPERABLE UNI T
4 (OU) 11 (SITE 16/ SSA 16)
5 RESTORATI ON ADVI SORY BOARD (RAB) MEETI NG
6
7 FOR THE | NSTALLATI ON RESTORATI ON PROGRAM ( | RP)
8 NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOAN
9 YORKTOWN, VI RG NI A
10 YORK COUNTY SOCI AL SERVI CES/ RECREATI ON CENTER
11 301 GOODW N NECK ROAD
12 23 AUGUST 1995
13 6:30 P.M - 8:30 P.M
14
PRAP PRESENTATI ON SPEAKER:
DONALD C. SHI ELDS
18 US GEOLOGI CAL SURVEY FRAVEWORK STUDY OVERVI EW SPEAKER:
19 ALLEN BROCKNMAN

20
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COMMENTS/ ANNOUNCEMENTS OF FUTURE MEETI NGS SPEAKER:

JEFF HARLOW

REPORTI NG SERVI CES PERFORMED BY:

M CHELE ANTHONY

M CHELLE ANTHONY & ASSCOCI ATES
836 Westm nster Lane, Virginia Beach, VA (804) 486-2487

PRAP MEETI NG

MR. BLACK: Qur new commandi ng of ficer
is not able to be here tonight. He's up in a so-called
Board of Directors Meeting for the Naval Ordinance
Center in Maryland. Our Executive Director, Bruce
Doubl eday, is carrying his luggage up there for him!|
guess. He's in attendance there as well

Capt ai n Del apl ane had a change of

command on the 27th of June. So Captain Denhamis the

new commandi ng officer right now. |'mnot certain
whet her he will designate hinself to be the co-chair
here or --

MRS. NEILL: He has Tom

MR. BLACK: He has? Last | heard it
was either he or Bruce. So right now Carolyn Neill, who
is head -- our environmental director is sitting in as
the Navy's co-chair. He's gotten appointed at |east for

t oni ght .
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We have one new menmber here. This is
the first tine he's nmade it. Primarily, because we've
changed the neeting date from Thursday to Wednesday.
That's Yancey McGann down on the corner down there. |f
y'all don't know Yancey, he's a forner Executive
Director at the Wapons Station Yorktown, been there

M CHELLE ANTHONY & ASSCOCI ATES
836 Westm nster Lane, Virginia Beach, VA (804) 486-2487

| onger than | have, in fact; but retired last April the
1st, April Fool's day, he retired. So welcone to him
for being here, and y'all excuse ne pl ease.

What el se was | supposed to say, Jeff?
I can't renmenber. | think that's it anyhow, but |I'm
going to introduce Don Shields now Don's going to give
a presentation on this board that we have been | ooking
at over here for the Proposed Renedial Action Plan on
Site 16, which is the West Road Landfill and Site
Screening Area 16, which is a scrap netal dunmp that we
used to have down near Building 402 on this station

So wi thout further ado, Don, I'Il |et
you go at it.

MR. SHI ELDS: Thank you, M. Bl ack.
Again, M. Black we at Baker Environnmental really
appreciate the opportunity Alantic has given us to work
down here at Weapons Station and have the opportunity to

come out tonight and present our results.
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Could we get those lights too, Tim
pl ease. And thank you all for coming out to hear us
gi ve our presentation on the results of the work we have
been doing at Site 16 and Site Screening Area 16.

For those of you who were at the |ast
RAB Meeting, we had -- you'll probably recall this. W
gave a presentation on the work we had been doi ng at

M CHELLE ANTHONY & ASSCOCI ATES
836 Westm nster Lane, Virginia Beach, VA (804) 486-2487

these sites at that tine. Tonight's presentation is
part of the public neeting that's required now that the
Navy has proposed it's renedial plan for this site.
Because | know you have a full agenda this evening,
we're going to go through this a little quicker than we
did last tinme, and because you've had a chance to hear
this presentation before.

We'll briefly touch on the background
of the site, the Renobval Action that was conducted at
the site in 1994, sone of the previous investigations
i ncluding this npost recent Renmedial Investigation and
the Ri sk Assessment work that has been done there, and
spend a little nore tinme on the Proposed Plan for
Renmedi al Action at Site 16 and Site Screening Area 16
that the Navy is proposing tonight.

Hopeful ly, you've had a chance to | ook

at the posters that are up. Anything that's going to be
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presented tonight is -- that information is presented on
those posters and also in some of the other docunents
that you have received, such as the Proposed Renedi a
Action Plan, the RI Report, some of the things the RAB
menbers have gotten executive sumraries for.

For those of you who were here at our
| ast neeting, you will recall Site 16 is a fairly snal
site. It was used as a Surface Dunping Ground or dunp
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site during the 1950's and the 1960's for a wi de variety
of things, nostly scrap material, batteries, 55-gallon
druns, general scrap refuse as listed up here was dunped
on the surface there. There are sone pictures of that
on the one poster board that we have this evening.

This is an aerial photo that shows a
couple of things. North is to the top of the screen.
To get you folks oriented, this is Lee Pond, Lee Road,
Mai n Road, and West Road; which the West Road Landfil
was named for. That's site 16. This is the Hunt Shack
and the archery range that those of you who have been to
Site 16 probably recall, and Site 16 is this wooded area
ri ght along here, and overlapping the northern part of
it is Site Screening Area or SSA 16, which is the old
metal scrap yard. This is an eastern branch of Fel gates

Cr eek.



17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

Site Screening Area 16 was al so covered
in this investigation that we've done. Myst of you that
are involved in the RAB understand that the Site
Screening Area is a former Solid Waste Managenent Unit
or an area of concern that the Navy has agreed to
subject to a screening process to deterni ne whether or
not a full pledged RI/FS or Renedial |nvestigation
Feasibility Study process is required for that site.

Because Site 16, because Site Screening
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Area 16 or SSA 16 overlies the northern portion of Site
16, they were lunped together and investigated in one
group over the past year

Site Screening Area 16, the building
402 Metal Disposal Area, is also a small site. It is
only an acre in size it overlies the northern portion of
Site 16 and nostly scrap netal and sone enpty druns and
other material of that nature was di sposed of there.

This is an aerial photo that shows Site
Screening Area 16 in close-up. This is a viewthat's
opposite to the |l ast photo you saw or any of the naps
that you have probably seen for the sites. W're
| ooki ng south this tine. Here's Lee Pond down here or
up here, excuse nme. Lee Road, West Road and this gives

a good close-up view of Site Screening Area 16. This is
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where the scrap nmetal was piled up at one tine, and it
has since been renmoved, not as a Renobval Action, but as
a general housekeepi ng action that has taken place by
the Bay Station.
Site 16 would be |l ocated down in this

wooded area right along in here. Here's the archery,
the open archery area Site 16 and the Hunt Shack woul d
be just off the -- out of the photo. M. Harlow didn't
| ean out of the helicopter far enough when he was taking
it or we woul d have picked up the Hunt Shack in the
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phot o.

Site 16 and all of the other sites at
t he Weapons Station have been investigated from an
envi ronnental perspective. I1t's been -- they have been
put through a battery of investigations over the past
ten years. These include an Initial Assessnent Study,
whi ch was a base-wi de study to determ ne what sites
m ght need actual work done at them

Confirmation studies, which after those
sites were selected people -- contractors went out and
actually collected sanpl es, Biological Sanpling and Ri sk
Eval uati on was done on the streams and Lee Pond to
deternmine the risks that had to do with the consunption

of fish and shellfish at the Wapons Station, but the
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i nvestigation that started focusing in on Site 16
proper, which we are going to talk about tonight,
started in 1992 when a Round | Renedial |nvestigation
was conduct ed.

W went into that in pretty good detai
during the I ast RAB Meeting. The Round | Renedia
I nvestigation, which was conducted back in '92, included
soil, groundwater, surface water, and sedi nent sanpl es.
The results of that investigation indicated that in
order to fully conplete a Hunan Health Ecol ogi cal Ri sk
Assessnent, that additional data was going to need to be
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col | ect ed.

Vel |, after the Round | had taken
pl ace, but before any further additional investigation
wor k was done, the Navy proceeded with a Renmpval Action
at Site 16. The batteries and the scrap netal and
ordnance and all of those sorts of things were renoved
fromthe surface of Site 16 | ast year

The poster that the Navy provided on
the side has, again, some good photos of the nateria
that's been renoved and al so includes the before and
after photo of the Renoval Action.

At the last neeting, Greg Hatchett from

LANTDI V had a video here, and it went through the
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Renmpoval Action process at the sites on the Wapons
Station, and there was sonme footage of the work done at
Site 16 at that tinme.

As well as after the Renoval Action was
conpleted and all the scrap naterials taken away,
sanpl es were collected of the surface soil in order to
eval uate how successful that was in renmoving the sources
of contam nation, the potential contam nation at Site
16. Those are referred to as Confirmation Sanples or
Surface Soil Confirmation Sanples. And that's inportant
because in the subsequent work that we have done, over
the |l ast year, the Round |l Renedial Investigation, that
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data has been put to work again and used as part of that
data set.

The Round Il Renedial Investigation was
conducted, the field work was initiated for that |ast
sumrer after the Renoval Action was conpleted. This
public neeting is part of that project, that Round |
Renmedi al I nvestigation and subsequent other docunents

that we have been working on and providing to you.

The Round Il Renedial Investigation
i ncluded col l ection of soil, groundwater, surface water
and sedi nment sanples. |In addition to that, fish and

bent hi ¢ macroi nvertebrates were coll ected. Benthic
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macroi nvertebrates is a fancy word for bugs and wornms
that live in the streans that are down in the sedinent.

In addition as | mentioned, the
confirmation sanples that were collected during the
Renmpoval Action were also incorporated as part of that
data set for the Round Il Renedial Investigation. Al
the data we generated was conpared to background
results, and at our last neeting R ch Hoff from Baker
presented a brief talk on what the background
i nvestigati on was about at Weapons Station

Basically, it involves collecting
sanples in areas that are located far away fromthe
sites of concern to deternine what the soil
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groundwat er, surface water, and sedinent are naturally
away from any man-nmade i npact. For instance as we know,
as we have tal ked about before, |ead occurs naturally in
soil. We need to be able to tell whether or not |ead we
find in the soil sanples at one of our sites is due to
the natural nature of the material or if it has to do
with something from |ike, paint or batteries that have
been di sposed of at a site. All the data we generated
during the Round Il Rl was conpared and eval uated

agai nst that background data set.

The main purpose of collecting all the
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data and all the evaluation associated with the Round |
Renmedi al Investigation is to basically conduct a Human

Heal t h and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment to deternine

whet her or not there are any risks associated with Site
16 or Site Screening Area 16.

For the Human Health Ri sk Assessment,
we grouped those -- we conduct that -- we group
potential folks that could be affected by the site into
four different groups or what we call scenarios. That
woul d include on-site adult workers, folks that nay be
out and about on the site doing naintenance of sone kind
or another as part of the | and managenent.

We' ve al so constructed this Risk
Assessnent nmodel assuming that if there was a housing
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devel opnent that was set up on Site 16 or SSA 16, what
woul d the inpact be to |long-termresident adults or
resident children if they were out on the site as it
stands now, and another npodel was for construction
wor kers that mght be doing any building activities out
there in the future.

The results of the Human Heal th Ri sk
Assessnent are the followi ng: There are no i medi ate
threats to human health fromthe nmedia at 16 or Site

Screening Area 16. There are sone possible threats to
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long-termresidents if the site were to be used for
housing. That's a very conservative -- that's according
to a very conservative scenario.

The risk is driven mainly by arsenic,
anti nony, and manganese in the shall ow groundwat er that
is underneath the site right now. These are chemnicals
that occur naturally and were detected in the
background, in the background study, and it's al so
i mportant to note that the shallow aquifer is not used
inthis area as a water supply due to its low yield and
its poor quality.

And the quality has nothing to do with
any kind of contamination or anything like that. It's
just the shall ow groundwater just doesn't punp at a very
high rate, it's nuddy, et cetera; and it just doesn't
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provi de a good, clean water supply. So it's not
sonmething that's generally used in this area.

The Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnment was
conducted on surface soil and surface water and sedi nent
in the vicinity of Site 16 and SSA 16. The aquatic and
terrestrial environments, i.e. water up on the |and,
were both evaluated, and it was determ ned that there
was no unacceptable risk to the environment based on the

results of the Round Il Investigation.
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One of the other things that Geg
Hat chett tal ked about at the |ast neeting was the CERCLA
Process, CERCLA or Superfund Process, how we go through
eval uating these sites. The Navy al so has a process
that is referred to as the Installation Restoration
Process, and the Navy's designed that to mrror the
CERCLA Process.

I put this up so we could see where the
Remedi al I nvestigation and some of the work we have been
doing at Site 16 and SSA 16 fits in with this process.
At first, we go out to the site, collect, get our data,
get a grip on what the nature and extent of
contami nation and potential risks mght be to human
health and the environnment at this site. That's the R
or the Renedial |nvestigation.

After that is done, a Feasibility Study
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is done, and what a Feasibility Study is, it takes areas
of concern or areas in contam nation at the site, and it
eval uates what would be the best cleanup or Renedia
Action that could be conduct ed.

If we had |ike an area, say the size of
i n-between these tables here that the soil was
contanminated with a solvent, for instance, we m ght

eval uate digging up the soil and disposing of it in a



9 landfill or digging up the soil and disposing of it in
10 an incinerator or sonething along those |lines, and al
11 of those options are evaluated, and the pros and cons
12 and the costs and benefits of those are presented.

13 After that's been conpleted, the Navy
14 will select its Proposed Renedial Action Plan or PRAP of
15 all those remedies that were tal ked about in the
16 Feasibility Study. It picks the one that it feels is
17 the best in accordance with all the criteria that G eg
18 went over |ast week, and when that's finally conpleted
19 and there has been public input to that, a Record of
20 Decision is signed, and that's the final docunment. The
21 decision is signed off on how one of these sites are
22 goi ng to be handl ed.
23 Site 16 and Site Screening Area 16 are
24 alittle bit different than that. Because we found no
25 i medi ate threats to human heal th through the
M CHELLE ANTHONY & ASSOCI ATES
836 Westm nster Lane, Virginia Beach, VA (804) 486-2487
MAY- 02- 1996 14: 24 EPA REG 3 HWWD

1 environnent, and there were really no areas of concern

2 that we could go out and put a hand on a site, |ike,

3 this is a site of contami nated soil or this is a plune

4 of contam nated groundwater, there was really no area of

concern that needed to be evaluated. O where we had to

P.05/0



6 pull out all of these renedial options and wei gh them

7 agai nst each ot her

8 So what the Navy has done is, they have

9 went past the Feasibility Study stage. A Feasibility
10 Study wasn't done for Site 16 and Site Screening Area
11 16, but they nove directly into their Proposed Renedi a
12 Action Plan, and the Proposed Plan for Site 16 and Site
13 Screening Area 16 is as follows: The plan is no further
14 Renmedi al Action with Institutional Controls.
15 Now, that has two parts to it. The no
16 further Renedial Action part says that no further
17 Renmedi al Action is necessary because the Renpval Action
18 that removed all the material that had been dunped there
19 on the surface has been successful in renoving sources
20 of potential contam nation which m ght affect human
21 health or the environment.
22 The Institutional control part has to
23 deal with the fact there were sone, according to these
24 conservative nodels, sonme potential risks associated
25 with long-termresidencies at the site if it were ever

M CHELLE ANTHONY & ASSOCI ATES
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1 to be used in the future as a residential conplex.
2 Those sort of controls on | and use and water supply use

P.06/0
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are in -- on non federal facilities are done through
deed restrictions. On a federal facility such as this,
it would nost likely be done through their master plan.

As you may recall at the |ast neeting
when we nade this sanme presentation, the Proposed Pl an
was just no further Renedial Action at that tine. The
Institutional Control part is something that the Navy
has agreed to add on to that based on comments they have
since received on some of their draft documents fromthe
United States Environnental Protection Agency, but it's
not just the Navy and the Environmental Protection
Agency or the Commonwealth of Virginia, folks, that are
the only ones that has say in this. The public has
i nput on the selected renedy as well

And to conclude tonight, I wll just
touch on these few points: The public is always
encourage to participate in the decision-nmaking process,
and you have several opportunities to do that.

We're right nowin the nmddle of a
formal public conment period that's require under the
CERCLA Process, and that was announced in the |oca
newspaper.

This public neeting that we're here
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tonight for is part of that. Coments can be submitted
on this plan, either verbally this evening in the form
of questions or otherw se conmenting to the folks from
LANTDIV or M. Black fromthe Station. W can have
al so -- you can al so submt your coments in a witten
form

If you had a chance on your way in, you
may have noticed that there has been a fax sheet, which
is a good plain-language summary of sone of these things
we have been tal king about tonight, and there is
information in there an public participation, not only
about the repositories where all the information is
stored, but on ways you can contact M. Bl ack
specifically in order to provide any conment to himthat
you may have on any aspect of this particular project.

When all of those comments, either the
verbal ones tonight, which are going to be recorded by
t he stenographer or anything that is witten is provided
to M. Black, those are all responded to in what's
cal l ed a Responsiveness Sunmary. That's a section of
the final Record of Decision or ROD. Those of you who
may receive draft versions of a Record of Decision,
you'll see a Section 11, which says Responsiveness
Summary.

It's blank for now because we haven't

M CHELLE ANTHONY & ASSOCI ATES
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1 had public coments yet. That's what we're getting
2 toni ght, and when those are responded to, those will be
3 put in the final Record of Decision, which is signed off
4 on by the Navy and the US EPA, and that's the end of ny
5 talk this evening.
6 Jeff, | don't know if you want to go to
7 break or if you have questions that we'll be happy to
8 answer them
9 MR. HARLOW Questions and answers.
10 MR. SHI ELDS: M. Black?
11 MR BLACK: | agree.
12 MR. HARLOW |If there are no questions
13 we can take about a ten minute break.
14 MRS. ROGERS: Does the Biologica
15 Sanpling that is done at this particular site, is that
16 interrelated to any other Biological Sanpling of any
17 other site that is inpacted on, say, Felgates Creek?
18 MR, SHI ELDS: At this tinme, it is part
19 of a data base --
20 MRS. ROCGERS: Okay.
21 MR, SHI ELDS: -- that eventually wll.
22 This in the first one of the Round Il Renedia
23 I nvestigations that have been done. For instance, Site

P.08/0
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12, site 6 and 7 and a whol e host of other sites are in

the pipeline in different stages. This was the first
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one to cross the finish line so to speak and get to this
stage, but that's part of the data base that's going to
be available to the EPA the state, and the public in
order for themto evaluate things |ike Fel gates Creek,
et cetera over tine.

MR, HOFF: Don, if | may?

MR. SHI ELDS: Yeah, sure, Rich

MR. HOFF: One of the things that EPA
has stressed is trying to stay away from a snapshot
under st andi ng of what's going on

MR, SHI ELDS: Rich, you're going to
have to speak up.

MR. HOFF: One of the things EPA has
stressed is to try to stay away fromthe snapshot
eval uation of a habitat or a potential ecol ogical risk.
What we're doing right nowis, we conpile this
information. There are sites upstream and on Fel gates
proper, and there are al so downstream | ocations, such as
Lee Pond, that are in the pipeline, and they will be
eval uat ed.

And so what we'll be doing with those

is, we're looking at the data. W'I|l be checking to see
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that there is potential for secondary sources and

m gration of contamination to off-site areas, and so it

will be evaluated in nore of a wholistic fashion as tine
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goes by.

MR. SHI ELDS: Yes, sir, may | have your
nanme for the stenographer?

MR, HAVEN. Site 16, you said the
groundwat er was not quite acceptable for residentia
devel opnent. Site 16, | guess, you said was naybe an
acre or --

MR. SHIELDS: |It's about five acres in
si ze.

MR. HAVEN. Five acres. Now, in terns
of that five acre place wouldn't it be reasonable to
suppose that the groundwater has spread a little bit
backwardly? So a little bit nore of the groundwater is
i npacted other than five acres right underneath that
site?

MR. SHI ELDS: Actually, not at this
site. The data that we had to use to put into this risk
nodel, we -- no one well on our site had the sane
contanminants twice. It was like a little bit here of,

i ke, arsenic, and then antinmony in another one, and

manganese i n another one. That's why we didn't have
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what we call an area of concern.

There was no -- there are strict
gui delines that are pronulgated by the US EPA on how a
Hurman Health Risk is conducted that we have to foll ow,

M CHELLE ANTHONY & ASSCOCI ATES
836 Westm nster Lane, Virginia Beach, VA (804) 486-2487

and so that's why when we say this, we say that it's a
conservative picture that we're presenting to you, but
there is no plunme or there is no area we can draw a
circle on a map sayi ng, okay, this is where our antinony
problemis. That's just not the case, and there are

wel I's surrounding that that indicates that there is no
sort of --

MR. DEW NG Let ne ask a question so |
can clarify sonmething. What depth were the sanples, the
wat er sanpl es taken, so-called wells?

MR, SHI ELDS: | would say approxi mately
30 to 40 feet below the ground.

MR. DEWNG So a depth of 30-40 feet?

MR. SHI ELDS: Yes, sir.

DEW NG G oundwat er ?

SHI ELDS: Yes, sir.

2 3 5

DEW NG Not down in the Yorktown

aqui fer?

?

SHI ELDS: No, sir.

MR. DEWNG If nmy nenory is correct,
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York County does not allow groundwater wells anynore.

MR. SHI ELDS: I am not aware of that,

MRS. ROGERS: Yes, they do.

MR. DEW NG G oundwater wells?
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MRS. ROCERS: You nean a well that |
would put inif | were going to build a house and
couldn't get water?

MR. DEW NG  You would have to go down
to the Yorktown aquifer like I am --

MRS. ROGERS: No, not in the north part
of the county. They just allowed 120 residencies on two
acres each that are going to have wells.

MR. DEW NG How deep?

MRS. ROCERS: | don't know.

MR. DEW NG  That's the point.

MRS. ROGERS: | don't know the depth.
| just know there are two wells that are al ready being
put in by the county they are running 250-275 feet.

MR. DEW NG  Ckay. Fine that's not
groundwat er .

MRS. ROGERS: That's what | was asking.
Yet 60 feet would be considered the groundwater up in

t he upper part of the county.
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MR, DEW NG  You just said they are 200
and some odd feet.

MRS. ROGERS: These are the deep wells
that are going to support the --

MR. DEWNG Well --

MRS. ROCERS: But that's within a half
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mle of where the lots are going to be devel oped where
they are going to put the other wells. So | can't tell
you now.

MR. DEW NG Let ne put it this way,
Betty, I"'mnot fanmiliar with the rules in the north part
of the county, the northern end up there, but in this
part down here you cannot have a shallow well.

MRS. ROCGERS: Uh- huh.

MR. DEW NG For fanmily consunption, we
have to go down to the Yorktown aquifer. |If you have a
well, you have to have a Class 3 well rather than Cl ass
2. So you know water at 10, 20, 30 feet is not really
even usabl e.

MR, SHI ELDS: That's correct. Really
it would punp at such a low |l evel you really couldn't
use it for --

MR. DEW NG That's a secondary point.

MR, HARLOW  Any ot her questions?
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Let's us take a ten mnute break, and we'll start the
RAB Meeting, and I'Il do a couple itens and introduce Al
Br ockman.

(PRAP presentation was concl uded.)
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APPENDI X B
RESPONSE TO COMVENTS RECEI VED DURI NG
THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD

RESPONSE TO COMMVENTS SUBM TTED BY USEPA REG ON 111
ON THE
DRAFT PROPOSED REMEDI AL ACTI ON PLAN
COVMENT LETTER DATED JULY 25, 1995

SITE 16 AND SSA 16, NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN,
YORKTOMN, VI RG NI A

Speci fic Comments

1.

Institutional Controls have been added to the proposed plan. The s
Site 16/ SSA 16 is now "No Further Renedi al Action Decision with Ins
The Final Record of Decision (ROD) reflects this.

Pl ease refer to response to Specific Comment No. 1.

The shal |l ow aqui fer systemwi thin York County is conprised of the C
Cave and Yor kt own- Eastover aquifers and their associated confining

sources fromthe shallow aqui fer systemare drawn from the Col unbia
Eastover aquifers. The Cornwallis Cave aquifer is not used as a po
toits limted yields. (Oral comuni cati on between Baker Environne
Wagner - Envi ronnment al Program Manager in the office of Groundwater M
VADEQ on July 17, 1995). This is also supported by D.L. Ri chardson
"Hydrogeol ogy and Water Quality of the Shall ow Groundwat er Systemi

County, Virginia" where it is stated that the Cornwallis Cave Aquif
or donestic water supply.



The Final ROD includes a discussion of this information
4. Please refer to response to Specific Conment No. 3.
5. Please refer to response to Specific Comrent No. 1.
6. This will be noted in the Final ROD

7. Please refer to response to Specific Coment No. 7.

RESPONSE TO COMMVENTS SUBM TTED BY THE BI OLOG CAL TECHN
ASS| STANCE GROUP ( BTAG)
ON THE
DRAFT PROPOSED REMEDI AL ACTI ON PLAN AND
DRAFT RECORD OF DECI SI ON
COVMENT LETTER DATED JULY 27, 1995

SITE 16 AND SSA 16, NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN,
YORKTOMN, VI RG NI A

The selected renmedy for Site 16/ SSA 16 is the No Further Remedial Actio
Institutional Controls. No sanpling or long-termnonitoring of any of
i s proposed.

PCBs have been detected in | ow concentrations in site surface soils and
drai nage ditch at the southern boundary of the site. It is inmportant t
not detected in the downgradi ent sanple |ocations in Felgates Creek in

or Round Two (1994) Renedi al Investigation. The potential for erosion
concentrations of PCBs fromSite 16/ SSA 16 into Fel gates Creek proper

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS SUBM TTED BY USEPA REG ON |11
ON THE
DRAFT RECORD OF DECI SI ON
COWMENT LETTER DATED JULY 27, 1995
SITE 16 AND SSA 16, NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN
YORKTOMN, VIRG NI A

General Conments
1. Tables and Figures will be placed at the end of each section.
2. This information will be provided in tabular format in the Final RO

3. The text of the Final ROD has been restructured in response to this

4. Changes made to the RI/BRA and Proposed Renedial Action Plan will b



t he Final ROD
5. These figures have been added to the Final ROD

6. Discussion of the Feasibility Study (FS) in Section 8 is limted to
conducting a FS.

Speci fic Comments

1. Institutional controls have been added to the Proposed Plan. The s
Site 16/ SSA 16 is now "No Further Renmedi al Action Decision with Ins
The Final ROD reflects this.

2. The text has been nodified in accordance with this conment.

3. Please refer to response to Specific Comrent No. 1.

4. Please refer to response to Specific Conment No. 1.

5. The title of this section has been changed from "Types of Contani na
Cont ami nants of Concern." Please refer to response to General Comm

6. Please refer to response to Specific Comrent No. 1.
7. Please refer to responses to CGeneral Comrent No. 4 and Specific Com
8. This section has been nodified to include a discussion of the |nst

now i ncluded in the selected remedy in response to unacceptable ris
the future child resident scenario.

RESPONSE TO COMMVENTS SUBM TTED BY USEPA REG ON 111
ON THE
DRAFT REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPORT
COVMENT LETTER DATED AUGUST 8, 1995
SITE 16 AND SSA 16, NAVAL WEAPONS STATI ON YORKTOWN,
YORKTOMN, VI RG NI A

General Commrents

1. A Q¥ QC Report will be submitted to EPA prior to submttal of the F
Deci si on ( ROD)

2. Based on consultations with EPA personnel, a Monte Carlo simnulation
per f or med.

JUL-27-1995 10:58 EPA REG 3 HWWD P.06/0

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY



<I MG SRC 03952170~ REG ON |11
841 Chestnut Buil ding
Phi | adel phi a, Pennsylvania 19107

O fice of Superfund Direct Dial (215) 597-1110
Robert Thonson, P.E. FAX (215) 597
Mai | Code 3HW1

Date: July

Ms. Brenda Norton, PE

Atl antic Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Environnental Quality Division

Code: 1822

Buil ding N 26, Room 54

1510 G | bert Street

Nor f ol k, VA 23511-2699

Re: Naval Wapons Station, Yorktown, Va.
Site 16 and Site-Screening Area 16
Revi ew of draft final Proposed Pl an

Dear Ms. Norton:

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has conpleted its r
Proposed Plan for Site 16 and Site-Screening Area (SSA) 16, |ocated at
NPL site (WPNSTA), and we offer the followi ng comments:

Speci fic Comments
1) Page 10, | ast paragraph

Pl ease note that there are calculated H values of 1.8 and 5.2 for
scenarios at Site 16/ SSA 16. For systenic toxicants, the acceptab
has been exceeded for the adult and child residential scenario at S
residential scenario, surface soil contributed an H val ue of appro
5.3 for Site 16/ SSA 16. Therefore, in light of the statenent that
Site 16/ SSA16, the systenmi c toxicant exposure |level to surface soi
residential scenario is unacceptable under the NCP (40 CFR 0O 300. 43

Pl ease note that EPA cannot concur with the "no further action scen
controls being inplenented for Site 16/ SSA16, given the exceedances
controls should be included in the final Proposed Plan and Record o
has previously requested that a paragraph be added to the final Pro
institutional controls proposed for inplenmentation at Site 16/ SSA 1
(1) Mintaining the existing fencing and conti nued use of existing
(2) Addition of |anguage to the WPNSTA Master Pl an describing the
future residential use of Site 16/ SSA 16, etc.

2) Page 11, 3rd paragraph

The statement "...is highly unlikely given its location within rest
constructed security fence that encloses the restricted area." is



JUL-27-

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

at

CcC:

1995 10:59 EPA REG 3 HWWD P. 07/ 07

additional statenent needs to follow describing the mechanism i.e.
be used to insure that future residential use of Site 16/ SSA 16 is
nmeasures serve to alert future users to the residual risks present

Page 15, 1st paragraph

The rationale behind this paragraph is not well stated, nor is the
t he paragraph, or delete it fromthe final version.

Page 19, 2nd paragraph

Thi s paragraph should be nodified, enphasizing whether the use of t
are restricted by the State of |ocal governnent.

Page 20, 3rd paragraph

Wth a H of approximately 2.0 for surface soil and a total H of 5
scenari o, EPA disagrees with this conclusion given no institutiona

Table 1

Pl ease include the fact that Table 1 includes confirmation sanpling
in the footnote.

Table 4

Pl ease, if appropriate, include a footnote stating that Table 4 inc
fromthe Renpval Action.

This conmpl etes EPA's review comments on the draft final Proposed P
the WPNSTA. | f you have any questions, please feel free to call ne

Si ncerely,

Robert Thonmson, PE
VA/ W Superfund Federa

Steve M hal ko (VDEQ Ri chnond)
Jeff Harl ow (WPNSTA, Code 09E)
Paul Leonard (USEPA, 3HW1)
Nancy Ri os (USEPA, 3HW3)
Bruce Rundell (USEPA, 3HW3)
Bob Davis (USEPA, 3HWM3)



AUG- 01-1995 08:54 EPA REG 3 HWWD

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON I |
841 Chestnut Buil ding
Phi | adel phi a, Pennsylvania 19107

SUBJECT: Yorktown NWS: PRAP and Draft ROD for

OU-2, Site 16, and Site Screening Area
16

FROM Robert S. Davis, Coordinator (3HWM3)
Bi ol ogi cal Technical Assistance G oup

TO Robert G Thonson, RPM (3HW1)
Va./W Va. Fed. Fac. Sect.

P. 02

DATE: 7-27-9

The BTAG has reviewed the PRAP and offers the foll owing coments on

behal f of the FW5, NOAA, and EPA nenbers.

Data fromthe RI indicate that substantial contami nation has not
been transported fromthe site to drainage ditches via groundwater
sedi nent, or surface water. At some |ocations in the drainage
ditch and tributary to Fel gates Creek, concentrations of
contam nants slightly exceeded their ERL screening guidelines,

i ndicating that sonme off-site mgration of contam nants nmay have
occurred, or may presently be occurring. However, the site does
not appear to present a substantial threat to ecol ogical rec
al though there are protective neasures that should be taken to

eptors,

ensure that mgration of contanminants fromthe soil into surface
wat er bodies will not pose a threat to aquatic organisns in the
future.

Overall, the PRAP did not address the risk to aquatic organismvia

contaminant mgration, nor did it present a clear rationale for
elimnating areas of concern for terrestrial organi sns exposed to
surface soil contanination. Evaluation of any potential for

may be folded into nonitoring plans reconmended bel ow.

The foll owing are reconmendati ons which, if foll owed,

shoul d

risk

clarify the overall conclusions nmade in the PRAP and address the
i ssue of protection of aquatic resources downstreamfromthe site:

The PRAP shoul d provide a rationale as to why renedi a

is not considered necessary when concentrations of both
i norgani ¢ substances and PCBs in soils were higher than
benchmar k val ues and observed effects concentrations for

terrestrial organisms.

action



After the renpval action, surface soil sanpling was conducted
t hroughout the site. Two of the soil sanples collected from near
the drai nage ditch contained el evated concentrations of

AUG- 01-1995 08:54 EPA REG 3 HWWD P. 03

contami nants (these data were presented in the Round Two Rl Report,
April 1995).

At 16SS110, a location that appears to be very close to the ditch
the foll owi ng contam nants were detected: cadmum at 66.5 ng/kg;
copper at 1,440 ng/kg, zinc at 1,060 ng/kg, and PCBs at 3.0 ng/kg.
In addition, soil screening using i nmunoassay for PCBs during the
renmoval action sanpling showed 6 of the 11 sanples screened
nmeasured positive for PCBs, with five of the positive detections

| ocated in the reach fromthe origin of the drainage ditch to

approximately 22 meter south along the drainage ditch. In the
PRAP, it was stated (pg. 6) that this potential source area was
| at er addressed and eval uated during the Round Two RI. However,
this area was not represented by any of the Round Two sanpling

| ocati ons.

This area may be a source of contamination to the drainage ditch if
there is a potential for erosion, or if surface water or
groundwater infiltrates through the soil and nmigrates into the
ditch, but it does not appear that this potential source of

contami nation has been adequately addressed. To ensure protection
of aquatic organi sns, additional sanpling should be conducted in
this area to fully identify the nature and extent of contami nation
and the potential for transport of contaminants into the ditch
Based on the results, removal or containment of soil near the ditch
may be needed, but the sanpling effort can becone part of the
nmonitoring plans, at least initially.

While the Ievel of contamination at Site 16 is relatively | ow when
conpared to avail abl e guidelines and criteria, sone concern is

rai sed over the location of sedinent sanple nunber 16SDO7. This

| ocation may be receiving |low | evel s of contam nation fromthe
site. We previously recomended that additional sanpling should be
considered to determine whether results from 16SDO7 represent a hot
spot of contam nation, or whether the contanmination in this area is
nore wi despread. A judgenent can be nmade to include this either as
a individual effort or as part of the nonitoring plans.

We al so recommend sonme |ong-termnonitoring at those |ocations
where contam nati on has been identified. This can be planned for
coordination with nonitoring at other sites in the facility so that
extra efforts do not have to be nounted. |In addition, the
nmonitoring can be carried out once every five years rather than
every year. Finally, nonitoring can be justified on the grounds



that action has already been taken in the form of renoval.

Thi s concludes BTAGs conments on the PRAP and Draft ROD for Site 16
and SSA 16 |l ocated at the Naval Wapons Station - Yorktown.

TOTAL P. O
JUL-27-1995 10:55 EPA REG 3 HWWD P.02/0
UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
<| MG SRC 0395217P> REG ON |11
841 Chestnut Buil ding
Phi | adel phi a, Pennsylvania 19107
O fice of Superfund Direct Dial
Robert Thonson, P.E. FAX (215) 597
Mai | Code 3HW1
Date: July

Ms. Brenda Norton, PE

Atl antic Division Naval Facilities Engineering Comand
Environnental Quality Division

Code: 1822

Bui l ding N 26, Room 54

1510 G | bert Street

Nor fol k, Va 23511-2699

Re: Naval Wapons Station, Yorktown, Va.
Site 16 and Site-Screening Area 16
Revi ew of draft Record of Deci sion
Dear Ms. Norton:
The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has prelinmnarily revi
of Dicision for Site 16 and Site-Screening Area (SSA) 16, located at th
NPL site (WPNSTA), and we offer the followi ng comments:

General Commrents

1) Pl ease incorporate tables and figures into the text of the draft r
appropriate, instead of placing themat the end of the document.



2)

3)

4)

5)

Throughout the draft Record of Decision, there are vague descri pt
chenmicals detected at Site 16 and SSA 16, such as "...relatively
are typical of concentrations found..." instead of |isting specif
Pl ease use specific concentrations or concentration ranges in the
rat her than general descriptive verbiage. Also, for the ROD, |eng
constituents were found at the site by nedia, along with the conce
required. A table outlining these facts nmuch sinpler, easier tor
is all that is needed.

There is too much discussion of "background" concentrations early

The Record of Decision should, first, concentrate on critical dec

defini ng accept abl e/ unacceptable risk, noting MCL exceedances, and
all critical decision pathways have been eval uated, and the need f
eval uati on/ conpari son of "background" concentrations to COCs shou

if renediation can effectively reduce risk at a site.

Pl ease incorporate appropriate changes to the draft revised Record
made to the RI/BRA and Proposed Plan for Site 16/ SSA 16.

It would be extrenely beneficial to have a figure(s) depicting the
COCs by nedia, and the correspondi ng detected concentrations. The

JUL-27-1995 10:56 EPA REG 3 HWWD P.03/0

6)
Speci

1)

2)

the focus it need on identifying COCs. Simlar figures have been
reports for the Naval Base-Norfol k. These figures do not necessar
cont ami nant-specific arrangenent is simlar to what EPA has in nmin
shoul d be on COC identification at the site, and this focus should
ROD

Di scussion of a "FS" in Section 8 should probably be elinm nated.
fic Comrents
Page 1 - Description of Selected Renedy

Pl ease include a statenment in the draft revised ROD expl aining tha
to Site 16/ SSA 16, under the child residential scenario, presents
health and that institutional controls will be utilized at Site 16
residual risks at Site 16/ SSA 16, and to insure that future reside
control eed by the Navy.

Al so, please include a brief statement in the draft revised ROD de
to be inplenmented at Site 16/ SSA 16.

Page 2, Section 1, 2nd paragraph

The sentence "...at Site 16/ SSA 16, since no areas of concern were
changed to sonething simlar to "...at Site 16/ SSA 16, since no un
the environnment was present at the site under the current and pred
Weapons Station, i.e. industrial...".



3) Page 3, Section 1, 2nd paragraph
See Sepcific Conmmrent No. 1

4) Page 10, Section 5
See Specific Conmmrent No. 1

5) Page 11, Types of Contami nation

The focus of the ROD should be to present COCs for each nedia al on
concentration range of each identified COC. Thus, the title of th
"Types of Contamination" to "ldentified Contam nants of Concern".
not determined to COCs should not be included under this section
presented earlier in table form if at all. Also, background refe
point in the docunent, but |ater

6) Page 16, Section 8
See Specific Conmment No. 1
7) Page 19, 2nd paragraph

It is a given that this section will be nodified based upon change
Proposed Plan for Site 16/ SSA 16. However, this paragraph shoul d

JUL-27-1995 10:57 EPA REG 3 HWWD P.04/0

comment no. 1, and shoul d enphasi ze the current and future predicted
Naval Weapons Station.

8) Section 8

Since there appears to be a unacceptabl e system ¢ toxic exposure
under the child residential scenario for both surface soil and gro
expanded to clearly define what threats to human health each nedi a
There appears to be adequate di scussion of the groundwater pathway
overlooked. O the total re-calculated H value of 5.2 presented
Hl contributes approximtely 38 % of (H value of 2) to the overa
attention.

This conpletes EPA's prelimnary review coments on the draft Reco
16, located at the WPNSTA. It is anticipated that changes to the text
16/ SSA 16 are needed to reflect the changes nade to the RI/BRA and Prop
therefore, the draft version of the Record of Decision has not been cir
I nstead, EPA requests that a revised draft Record of Decision be prepar
along with incorporating necessary changes to reflect nodifications nmad
and sent to EPA for full review

I f you have any questions, please feel free to call ne at (215) 597-11



Si ncerely,

Robert Thomson, P
VA/ W/ Superfund F

cc: Steve M hal ko (VDEQ, Ri chnond)
Jeff Harl ow (WPNSTA, Code O9E)
Paul Leonard (USEPA, 3HW1)
Nancy Ri os (USEPA, 3HW3)
Bruce Rundell (USEPA, 3HW3)
Bob Davis (USEPA, 3HWM3)

08/ 09/ 95 09: 43 804 322 4805 LANI DI V CODE 18 001/ 00
AUG- 08- 1995 EPA REG

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |11
841 Chestnut Buil ding
Phi | adel phi a, Pennsylvania 19107

O fice of Superfund Direct Dial (215
Robert Thonson, P.E. FAX (215) 597
Mai | Code 3HW1

Date: Augus

Ms. Brenda Norton, PE

Atl antic Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Environnental Quality Division

Code: 1822

Bui l ding N 26, Room 54

1510 G | bert Street

Nor f ol k, VA 23511-2699

Re: Naval Wapons Station, Yorktown, Va.
Site 16 and Site Screening Area 16
Revi ew of draft final Round Two Renedial |nvestigation & Baseline

Dear Ms. Norton:

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Na
Renmedi al I nvestigation and Baseline Ri sk Assessnment for Site 16 and Sit
the Naval Wapons Station-Yorktown (WPNSTA) NPL facility, along with th
letter to EPA's June 26 review comments. Based upon that review, EPA h
suggestions to offer on the draft final docunent:

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. A Quality Assurances and Quality Control (QA QC) Report is not pro



08/ 09/ 95

data are provided for Sites 16 and Site Screening Area 16 but it a
data quality was not provided in the draft final docunent. The Na
states that a Q¥ QC report for Site 16/ SSA 16 will be submitted se
that will include Sites 6, 7, 12, and Background as well as Site 1
EPA. |If EPA concurence on a final Record of Decision is expected

QA QC Report for Site 16/ SSA 16 should be submtted for EPA review

The Navy's July 24, 1995 response letter states that "as there are
this site, this will not be conducted..." is not true. There is a
16/ SSA 16, under the child residential scenario for both surface s
rationale for not performng a Monte Carlo Sinulation is not suppo
i s suggested that the EPA toxicologist be consulted to determ ne

Central Tendenci es) should be provided for those nedia which contribu

in excess of the acceptable risk ranges promrul gated by the EPA (e.
and a hazard i ndex of 1).

09: 44 804 322 4805 LANI DI V CODE 18 002/ 00

Thi s concludes EPA's coments on the Navy's draft final Round Two

Basel ine Ri sk Assessnment for Site 16 and SSA 16, |ocated at the WPNSTA
guestions regardi ng the above, please feel free to call nme at (215) 597

CcC:

Si ncerely,

Robert Thonmson, PE
VA/ W/ Superfund Fede

St ephen M hal ko (VADEQ Ri chnond)
Jeff Harl ow (WPNSTA, Code 09E)
Andy Rol a (BVWST, Phila.)

Nancy Jafolla (USEPA, 3HWM3)
Bruce Rundell (USEPA, 3HW3)
Robert Davis (USEPA, 3HW3)

TOTAL P. 03



